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Luminance adjustment is a procedure commonly used to evaluate discomfort
glare and the results from adjustment experiments form the basis of some
recommendations for limiting its occurrence. There are, however, strong reasons
to expect that settings made using adjustment are unintentionally influenced by
extraneous variables. This paper discusses bias towards the initial anchor, the
setting of the variable stimulus immediately before an adjustment is made.
Specifically, the initial luminance is expected to influence the setting that is made
by adjustment; for example, a lower initial luminance leads to a lower setting than
a high initial luminance. To investigate anchor bias, a Hopkinson-like multiple-
criterion adjustment experiment was undertaken, but with three different anchors.
The results confirmed significant bias: glare settings were biased towards the
luminance of the initial anchor. This demonstrates a need for caution when using
adjustment to explore discomfort glare and when interpreting the results of past
studies that used discomfort glare models fitted to data obtained with this
procedure.
1. Introduction
1.1. Models of discomfort glare
Discomfort glare is generally defined as a
psychological sensation that causes distrac-
tion or annoyance without necessarily being
linked to a reduction in visual ability.1,2 This
discomfort arises from the luminance of a
light source (or luminance contrast) within
the visual field of an observer that is suffi-
ciently greater than the conditions to which
the eyes are able to adapt to.3
Lighting designers aim to minimise the risk
of causing discomfort3,4 and one means for
doing this is to calculate, for a proposed
lighting installation, one of a number of
recommended glare indices. Among such
indices is the Unified Glare Rating (UGR),5
shown in equation (1), as recommended by
the Society of Light and Lighting (SLL)4 and
originally developed by the International
Commission on Illumination (CIE).5 The
UGR describes the level of discomfort due
to glare according to the luminance, size, and
location of the light source, and the lumi-
nance of the background
UGR ¼ 8 log 0:25
Lb
Xn
i¼1
L2s  os
P2s
 !
ð1Þ
where Ls¼ source luminance (cd/m2),
xs¼ subtended solid angle of the glare
source (sr), Lb¼ background luminance
(cd/m2), P¼Guth’s position index (–).
Address for correspondence: MG Kent, Department of
Architecture and Built Environment, University of
Nottingham, University Park, Nottingham NG7 2RD, UK.
E-mail: michael.kent2@nottingham.ac.uk
Lighting Res. Technol. 2017; 0: 1–16
 The Chartered Institution of Building Services Engineers 2017 10.1177/1477153517734280
The UGR is a development of the
Illuminating Engineering Society Glare
Index (IES-GI),6 but with an alternative
approach to account for the luminance of
the background.7,8 The IES-GI (equation (2))
is itself a development of the Glare Constant
(equation (3)) established in the discomfort
glare studies of Petherbridge and
Hopkinson,9 but with a logarithmic function
to account for the sensitivity of the visual
system10
IESGI ¼ 10log10  ðGlare ConstantÞ ð2Þ
Glare Constant gð Þ ¼ L
1:6
s  o0:8
Lb  P1:6
ð3Þ
The UGR and CIE discomfort glare sys-
tems were derived from the IES-GI without
further experimental evaluations of discom-
fort glare sensation. In fact, during the
development of the UGR, Sorensen8 stated
that the ‘basic formula [IES-GI] appears [. . .]
to be sound and the glare index concept is well
established in the countries for which this
method was developed. The basic formula
was, therefore, accepted as the ‘‘dogmatic
truth’’’.
In other words, the discomfort glare model
currently recommended by SLL4 can be
traced back to the glare experiments carried
out by Petherbridge and Hopkinson.9 As a
matter of fact, the basic form of the IES-GI is
still utilised in modern glare formulae (e.g.
UGR).
To establish the Glare Constant on which
the IES-GI is based, Petherbridge and
Hopkinson9 carried out a series of experi-
ments in which test participants were asked to
observe the interior of a scaled model of a
room. Apertures were cut into a screen
covering the far wall, behind which was a
source of light. This provided background
lighting for the room, which was also lit by
independent light sources. Observers adjusted
the brightness of this background lighting,
varying the contrast between the apparent
light sources and the background, until each
of four predefined criteria of discomfort glare
sensation were reached: Just Imperceptible,
Just Acceptable, Just Uncomfortable and Just
Intolerable (Table 1). This is the process
Petherbridge and Hopkinson named the
‘multiple criterion technique’.
Although glare indices are intended to
provide consistent predictions across a range
of conditions and measurement methods,
many studies have reported large inconsisten-
cies between subjective evaluations of dis-
comfort glare sensation and the IES-GI.11–18
For example, previous work by the authors
has shown extremely wide variance when
values of IES-GI calculated from adjustments
made to the source luminance were plotted
against the level of glare sensation provided
by test subjects13 (Figure 1).
While discomfort glare is widely discussed
in research and lighting design practice, it is
not yet fully understood.19–21 One factor that
may be limiting progress towards its better
characterisation is an insufficient
Table 1 Definitions of the four criteria of discomfort glare sensation9
Glare criteria Definition
A Just Intolerable The changeover point between intolerable and uncomfortable
B Just Uncomfortable The changeover point between uncomfortable and merely distracting glare
C Just Acceptable The changeover point between distracting and acceptable glare
D Just Imperceptible The changeover point where glare from the sources is just no longer noticeable;
the sources themselves are still noticeable, but they merge into the general field
of view in such a way that they no longer form any source of attraction
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consideration of experimental methodologies.
In this paper, we explore the contribution to
the variance that might be attributed to one
part of the adjustment procedure employed
by Petherbridge and Hopkinson.
1.2. Adjustments and heuristic anchoring
When using the adjustment task in glare
experiments, either the glare source or its
background can be varied. Hopkinson22 sug-
gested that observers often felt more confi-
dent when the source luminance was held
constant and were instructed to adjust the
luminance of the background. For this
reason, Petherbridge and Hopkinson,9 and
other studies by Hopkinson,23–26 mostly used
adjustment of background luminance to the
four predefined discomfort glare criteria,
while adjustment of the source luminance
was seldom utilised.27 Adjustments to the
four predefined discomfort criteria presented
in Table 1 were consistently made in order of
increasing magnitude. This is stated explicitly
in Hopkinson and Bradley27:
To begin, the source was off . . . [the
observer] had previously been explained
what was demanded of him, first, to raise
the brightness of the source himself by
means of the dimming control knob until
the threshold of glare (Criterion D) was
reached. . . the observer then slowly raised
the brightness of the source again, allowing
pauses for adaption, until the next degree,
just acceptable glare (Criterion C) was
reached. Criterion (B) just uncomfortable
glare came next, and finally criterion A,
just intolerable glare
When participants use an adjustment proced-
ure to make judgements of a variable stimu-
lus, it has been proposed that the final setting
is influenced by the initial stimulus.28 This
phenomenon is known as anchoring.29
Anchors can affect a large range of judge-
ments, including responses to general know-
ledge questions, economic evaluations, and
social values.30,31 When making a quantita-
tive subjective assessment, different starting
points lead to different values, which tend to
be biased towards the initial settings.29,32 In
other words, judgements of a variable stimu-
lus might be substantially lower if a low
rather than a high anchor is given to start
30
25
20
15
10
5
Just
perceptible
Just
noticeable
Just
uncomfortable
Just
intolerable
IE
S-
G
I
Figure 1 Glare sensation votes against calculated values of IES-GI13
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with.33Anchoring has been demonstrated also
in lighting studies.
To confirm that, when an adjustment pro-
cedure was used, the reported mean luminance
could be explained by stimulus range bias (i.e.
the mean luminance was located at the centre
of the range of available luminance vari-
ation).34–36 Fotios and Cheal37 carried out an
experiment to investigate preferred light levels.
Twenty-one participants were instructed to
adjust the brightness inside a small booth until
they achieved ‘satisfaction with the light level’.
The trial was repeated using three ranges
of illuminance (48–1037 lux; 83–1950 lux;
165–2550 lux) without the observer being
informed of the change. These three ranges
led to significantly different settings.
In their experiment,37 both low and high
anchors were used, these being the minima
and maxima of each of the three ranges, and it
was found that mean-adjusted illuminances
were consistently biased towards the initial
setting. One limitation of the procedure,
however, is that the sequence of high and
low anchors was not randomised but the low
anchor was always experienced first. The
anchoring effect was therefore further inves-
tigated in two studies seeking settings of
preferred light level38,39 and in one study
seeking settings of preferred correlated colour
temperature40: significant anchoring effects
were found in all cases.
A study by Osterhaus and Bailey41 also
provides evidence of anchoring bias in the
evaluation of discomfort glare. Observers
adjusted the luminance of a large field
surrounding a monitor screen (maintained at
12.5 cd/m2) to identify two glare thresholds.
These settings were made to six different
initial luminances, ranging from 6.3 to
2000 cd/m2. The results showed that the
adjustments were influenced by the initial
setting: ‘subjects selected higher luminances
when high initial presentation luminances pre-
ceded the adjustment’. Moreover, Stone and
Harker16 included conditions that would
allow analysis of the effect of anchoring in a
glare adjustment trial, but did not report any
results that would permit such analysis.
The adjustment procedure presents a vari-
able stimulus that is controlled by test sub-
jects to identify a threshold value (or their
preferred setting). According to the litera-
ture,42 on successive trials, the variable stimu-
lus should be set initially to values far above
and far below the expected threshold value,
and then the absolute value should be taken
as the mean of these two settings. Boyce
et al.43 used an alternative approach to
investigate preferred light levels, since their
dimming control was set initially to the 50%
position. Logado´ttir et al.38 examined this by
using a mid-range anchor in addition to low
and high initial settings. While they found
that the preferred illuminances using only the
middle anchor were significantly higher than
the mean of the low and high anchors, they
also noted that the non-linear response of
their dimming controller may have influenced
this disagreement.
In summary, the literature provides reasons
to believe that adjustment tasks traditionally
used in glare experiments might be biased
towards the initial luminance setting. If this
proves correct, the results from the
Petherbridge and Hopkinson9 study – and,
hence, the resulting IES-GI index – might
provide an incorrect estimate of the back-
ground light level (or, more precisely, the
relationship between background and target
luminances) associated with each glare criter-
ion. To test this hypothesis, an experiment
was carried out to confirm whether the initial
luminance settings of a variable stimulus
(anchor) affect the luminance associated
with a given magnitude of discomfort glare.
2. Method
2.1. Experimental setup
Discomfort from artificial lighting was
evaluated in laboratory tests, using a
4 MG Kent et al.
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procedure designed to explore whether
anchoring effects (i.e. resulting from different
initial settings of source luminance) could be
detected. For this study, the background
luminance, the subtended area of the glare
source, and the position of the glare source in
the field of vision of the observer were held
constant. There were no extraneous sources
of natural or artificial light within the testing
apparatus and all other extraneous variables
(i.e. temperature, humidity and background
noise level) were measured before and after
each test session.
The design of the testing apparatus
(Figure 2) was informed by previous stu-
dies11,13,14,17 that investigated the influence of
time of day and view interest on the subjective
evaluation of glare sensation.
The testing chamber was semi-hexagonal in
plan. The interior surfaces (2.7m in height)
were painted matte white, and three 3W LED
lamps were mounted above the subject’s head
position to produce background lighting
with a constant luminance distribution.
Luminances were measured from the location
of the participant using a Minolta LS-100
luminance meter mounted on a tripod.
From this position, the mean background
luminance was calculated from 17 individual
measurements taken on a regular grid sym-
metrical about the central fixation point and
extended across the width of the appar-
atus.13,14,17 The mean luminance was held
constant at 65 cd/m2 throughout the experi-
mental procedure, since this value is within
the range commonly found in interior
spaces.44 The background luminance was
measured before and after each test session.
The corners where the partition walls met at
1208 angles were covered with matte-white
tape to increase light uniformity across the
chamber.
A desk with a diffusive white surface was
mounted within the wooden partitions. The
subject’s head position was set at a height of
1.2m from the floor, facing a small diffusive
screen (0.08m 0.04m) made from three
sheets of translucent paper and mounted in
front of a projector connected to a computer.
The paper had uniform transmission proper-
ties allowing direct light from the projector to
be evenly diffused across the area of the small
screen. According to the literature, glare
indices for artificial lighting are designed to
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Figure 2 Plan of the testing apparatus
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deal with small sources subtending a solid
angle below 0.01 steradians.45,46 For this
reason, the small diffusive screen subtended
an angle at the eye of 0.009 steradians and
provided a variable luminance in the range
between 200 and 32,000 cd/m2. The lumi-
nance of the small diffusive screen was
measured using a series of spot-point meas-
urements. The source luminance was progres-
sively increased using the relative brightness
function of an image editing software, which
was operated by the experimenter. In order to
achieve precise luminance values in repeated
procedures, the projector had to be cali-
brated. To do this, the relative brightness
was increased at evenly adjusted intervals and
spot-point measurements were taken at each
interval. Luminance values at each interval
were then plotted on a curve using a polyno-
mial function to obtain values between
calibrated luminance points.
2.2. Experimental procedure
To test the hypothesis that different initial
source luminances lead to different adjust-
ments for the same level of reported glare
sensation, participants were asked to provide
glare judgements under three initial settings
corresponding to a low, medium, and high
anchor.38 Since no established luminance
value could be utilised to specify these
anchors, the discomfort glare criteria for the
IES-GI were used (Table 2).10,26 These were
calculated according to the following formula
(equation (4), based on equations (2) and (3))
IESGI ¼ 10log10  0:478
Xn
i¼1
L1:6s  o0:8s
Lb  P1:6s
ð4Þ
For each anchor, the luminance of the
diffusive screen was set to an initial brightness
(Table 2) corresponding to an IES-GI that, on
the Hopkinson scale, describes the source as
being, respectively: Just Imperceptible (low
anchor); borderline between comfort and
discomfort or BCD (medium anchor); and
Just Uncomfortable (high anchor). On
Hopkinson’s scale, the BCD lies between
criterion B and criterion C.26 The Just
Uncomfortable criterion was used for the
high anchor to avoid any potential harm to
the participants with an initial setting corres-
ponding to a glare index of Just Intolerable.
During the experimental procedure, test
participants were asked to make judgements
of visual discomfort using the glare criteria
and descriptors used in the development of
the Glare Constant9 and the IES-GI6,10
(Table 1). Since it was considered that each
descriptor could be open to self-interpretation
due to the abstraction caused by the assess-
ment, to aid subjects giving more meaningful
judgements each criterion was linked to
Hopkinson’s detailed protocol published in
MacGowan47 and to time-span descriptors45
(see Appendix 1).
Participants were first asked to adjust the
chair so that their head was located at the
correct viewing height. A set of instructions
was then given including a definition of
discomfort glare, the meaning of the four
glare criteria, and a description of the pro-
cedure. To reinforce the participants’ under-
standing of the four glare criteria, a pre-test
condition was provided. The diffusive screen
was set to one of the initial luminance
settings, chosen at random. Participants
Table 2 Definition of the three anchors according to the
IES-GI and discomfort glare criteria
Anchor Source
luminance
(cd/m2)
IES-GI Discomfort glare criteria
Low 1627 10 Just Imperceptible
Medium 5414 18.5 BCD
High 8999 22 Just Uncomfortable
BCD: borderline between comfort and discomfort;
IES-GI: Illuminating Engineering Society Glare Index.
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were asked whether they would like the
experimenter to increase, decrease or keep
constant the brightness of the screen and to
indicate when the brightness of the screen first
reached a sensation of Just Imperceptible
glare. For each trial, the experimenter
adjusted the luminance of the diffusive
screen at a controlled pace according to the
participant’s instruction. Once the lowest of
the four criteria had been met, the luminance
of the screen was increased and subjects were
instructed to indicate when the other glare
criteria were reached in order of increasing
discomfort. The pre-test condition was fol-
lowed by a pause of two minutes.
The brightness of the diffusive screen was
then set to a specific initial source luminance
anchor, chosen at random, and participants
were asked to make the first of a series of
recorded glare evaluations. Following the
procedure adopted by Hopkinson and
Bradley,27 the subject was asked to direct
their gaze towards the centre of the diffusive
screen and to vocally indicate when its
brightness reached, respectively, a sensation
of Just Imperceptible, Just Acceptable, Just
Uncomfortable, and Just Intolerable glare.
Once each criterion was reached, the screen
luminance was recorded. It must be noted
that, for this experiment, the four levels of
discomfort glare were always evaluated in
order of increasing magnitude so as to follow
closely the original procedure used by
Hopkinson.9 However, as already indicated
by Pulpitlova and Detkova,48 it is likely that
this sequence might influence the adjustments
made.
The IES-GI was calculated from the rec-
orded luminances. After making the initial
four evaluations, participants were given a
short relaxation period (two minutes) before
continuing the experiment starting with the
next luminance anchor. The test procedure
was again repeated until the subject had
provided all four levels of glare sensation
under each of the three different luminance
anchors. To help mask any unwanted pro-
cedural effects (e.g. learning, fatigue), the
luminance anchors were presented to each test
participant in a randomised sequence.49 Each
test session lasted approximately 30 minutes.
Twenty-two subjects volunteered to par-
ticipate in this experiment. They were
recruited via an online advertisement
addressed to all postgraduate students in the
Department of Architecture at the University
of Nottingham. The sample comprised 8
males and 14 females, with a mean age of
29.6 years (SD¼ 3.75 years). Seventeen sub-
jects wore their normal glasses or corrective
lenses, and all self-certified as having no other
health or eye problems.
3. Results
3.1. Adjustment task and initial luminance
settings
Table 3 presents the mean source lumi-
nances of the diffusive screen and their
associated standard deviation at the point in
which participants reported each criteria of
glare sensation for each of the three anchors.
Initial inspection of the data shows that
Table 3 Mean source luminance (and standard deviation) for the three anchors and the four glare
criteria
Anchor Mean luminance (cd/m2)
Just Imperceptible Just Acceptable Just Uncomfortable Just Intolerable
Low 1784 (1031) 3043 (1534) 4517 (2027) 8238 (4135)
Medium 3192 (1341) 4350 (1982) 5858 (1982) 10 130 (3388)
High 5663 (2923) 7224 (3037) 9031 (3232) 13 548 (4858)
Anchor bias in discomfort glare evaluation 7
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values of mean source luminance increase
when considering a higher anchor for each
level of glare sensation. This suggests that
participants made adjustments to each of the
predefined glare criteria closer to the lumi-
nance of the initial setting. However, since
source luminance alone is not a reliable
indicator of discomfort glare,46 results were
analysed utilising the IES-GI formula.
Figure 3 presents, on the x-axis, the four
glare criteria provided by the test subjects
according to the three initial luminance
anchors. On the y-axis, the figure plots, on
the left side, the mean IES-GI values of the
small diffusive screen. On the right side, the
figure presents the interpretation of the IES-
GI derived from Hopkinson,10 where bench-
marks are provided for Just Imperceptible,
Just Acceptable, BCD, Just Uncomfortable,
and Just Intolerable glare (IES-GI 10, 16,
18.5, 22, 28, respectively). Calculated values
of IES-GI below 10 are denoted as the
condition that would not cause any glare
sensation.
Figure 3 reveals a tendency for the IES-GI
to be influenced by the luminance anchors.
Specifically, mean values of IES-GI are con-
sistently biased towards the initial luminance
setting for each level of reported glare sensa-
tion, such that for each glare criterion the low
anchor leads to a lower value of IES-GI and
the high anchor leads to a higher value of
IES-GI. This trend is apparent for all glare
criteria. This confirms the experimental
hypothesis that, when adjustment tasks are
used, glare settings are made closer to the
luminance of the anchor. For each glare
criterion, the differences in mean IES-GI
across the three initial luminance settings
also appear to decrease when considering a
higher level of visual discomfort. In this
context, it should be remembered that
Discomfort glare criteria:
IES-GI < 10 = No glare; 10 ≤ IES-G1 < 16 = Just imperceptible; 16 ≤ IES-GI < 18.5 = Just acceptable;
18.5 ≤ IES-GI < 22 = BCD; 22 ≤ IES-GI < 28 = Just unconfortable; IES-GI ≥ 28 = just intolerable
Anchor: Low Medium High
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participants were initially instructed to make
judgements of glare sensation to the lowest
glare criterion (Just Imperceptible), and then
to the others in order of increasing visual
discomfort.
Null hypothesis significance testing
(NHST) was performed to determine if the
differences between independent groups were
significantly different. However, since NHST
is dependent on both the size of the sample
and on the magnitude of the effect under
examination,50 emphasis of the analysis was
placed on the effect size (i.e. a standardised
measure of the observed difference across the
independent variable)51,52 and not only on the
statistical significance (which, in cases of
small or uneven samples, could confound
the outcome).53–55
To analyse the data, a repeated-measures
Analysis of Variance (RM-ANOVA) was
initially run to compare the glare indices for
each level of glare sensation across the three
different anchors. This test was selected since
graphical (Q–Q plot) and statistical (Shapiro–
Wilk and Kolmogorov–Smirnov tests) inspec-
tion of the data revealed normal distributions
around the mean (statistical results are not
provided here). The Maulchly’s test of spher-
icity was also used to test whether the
variances of the differences between all
paired comparisons of the within-subject
variable were equal.56,57 The test revealed
that the differences in variance across the
independent groups, and for each glare cri-
terion, were not statistically significantly dif-
ferent: Just Imperceptible: v2(2)¼ 3.63,
p¼ 0.16 n.s.; Just Acceptable: v2(2)¼ 1.56,
p¼ 0.46 n.s.; Just Uncomfortable: v2(2)¼
3.93, p¼ 0.14 n.s.; Just Intolerable: v2(2)¼
3.83, p¼ 0.15 n.s. Since the assumptions of
normality and of sphericity were not violated,
parametric tests were suitable for this
analysis.58
Table 4 presents the results of the RM-
ANOVA, providing the glare levels on the
multiple criterion scale, the test statistic (F)
and the degrees of freedom, the statistical
significance (p-value), and the effect size
(pg2). The interpretation of the outcome was
derived from Ferguson,59 where benchmarks
are given for small, moderate, and large effect
sizes (pg2 0.04, 0.25, and 0.64, respectively).
Values of pg2 below 0.04 denote not substan-
tive (i.e. not practically relevant) influences.
The results from the RM-ANOVA demon-
strate that the differences in mean values of
calculated IES-GI across the three anchors
for all glare criteria are highly significant. The
differences detected all have substantive effect
sizes, ranging between large (pg2¼ 0.71 for
‘Just Imperceptible’) and moderate (0.25
pg250.64 for all other glare criteria).
Interestingly, when participants reported
high levels of glare, the magnitude of effect
size decreases. This indicates that the differ-
ences in mean IES-GI across the three
anchors become smaller, hence confirming
what had previously been noted from graph-
ical inspection of the data (Figure 3).
Post hoc testing was then performed,
whereby all combinations between the initial
luminance settings were compared against
each other, and the statistical significance of
the differences was calculated using one-tailed
paired t-tests to determine where the vari-
ations detected in the RM-ANOVA were.
Directionality of the hypothesis was informed
by inspection of the central tendencies and
graphical displays of the data.60 Since
Table 4 RM-ANOVA (sphericity assumed)
Multiple-criterion scale F(2,42) Statistical
significance
(p-value)
Effect
size (pg2)
Just Imperceptible 50.54 p 0.001 0.71
Just Acceptable 34.95 p 0.001 0.63
Just Uncomfortable 33.00 p 0.001 0.61
Just Intolerable 24.86 p 0.001 0.54
pg250.04¼negligible; 0.04pg250.25¼ small; 0.25
pg250.64¼moderate; pg2 0.64¼ large. RM-ANOVA:
repeated-measures Analysis of Variance.
Anchor bias in discomfort glare evaluation 9
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there was convincing evidence of a direct
relationship between initial anchors and
calculated mean IES-GI for each glare criter-
ion, a one-tailed hypothesis was applied.61 In
consideration of the experiment-wise error
rate caused by the alpha level inflating across
multiple pairwise comparisons – which was
calculated as 1 – (0.95)n¼ 0.14 (thus, risking a
14% probability of making at least one
Type I error), whereby n¼ 3, i.e. the number
of tests carried out on the same data and with
the same hypothesis62 – Bonferroni correc-
tions were applied.58 In this analysis, the
effect size was calculated by the Cohen’s d
coefficient, according to equation (5)63
Cohen’s d ¼ M1 M2
Pooled
ð5Þ
where M1 and M2 are the mean values across
the paired comparison and Pooled is the
pooled standard deviation.
The interpretation of the outcome was
derived from the benchmarks provided by
Ferguson59 for small, moderate, and large
effect sizes (d 0.41, 1.15, and 2.70, respect-
ively). Values below 0.41 were not considered
to be substantive influences (i.e. they were not
deemed as practically relevant effects).
Table 5 reports the results of the t-tests,
providing, for each glare criterion, the com-
parison under examination (anchors), the
mean and standard deviations for the calcu-
lated IES-GI (M and SD), the mean differ-
ences (M), their statistical significance
(NHST), and their 95% upper (CIU) and
lower (CIL) confidence intervals, and the
effect size (d).
Inspection of the descriptive and inferential
statistics shows that the sign of the mean
differences and of the effect sizes are consist-
ently negative across all comparisons, there-
fore signalling higher values of IES-GI when
participants adjusted the luminance of the
glare source starting from a higher initial
anchor. The differences in means are highly
significant in 9 cases, significant in 2 cases,
and weakly significant in 1 out of 12 cases. All
differences have a substantive effect size
ranging from moderate (Cohen’s d absolute
value 1.15 d52.70 in seven cases) to small
(0.41 d51.15 in five cases).
Statistical analysis of the data hence con-
firms that, when the initial anchor of the
stimulus was increased, test subjects made
adjustments to higher luminance settings
for the same level of reported glare sensation.
The effect of the anchor on the glare settings
Table 5 Paired comparison t-tests and effect sizes
Multiple-criterion scale Anchors M (SD) M (SD) MNHST CIL, CIU Effect
size (d)
Just Imperceptible Low vs Medium 9.81 (3.74) 14.07 (3.43) 4.26*** 6.53, 1.98 1.18
Low vs High 9.81 (3.74) 17.97 (3.40) 8.16*** 10.51, 5.80 2.28
Medium vs High 14.07 (3.43) 17.97 (3.40) 3.90*** 5.53, 2.27 1.14
Just Acceptable Low vs Medium 13.57 (3.78) 16.17 (3.58) 2.60** 4.81, 0.40 0.71
Low vs High 13.57 (3.78) 19.92 (2.73) 6.35*** 8.43, 4.36 1.93
Medium vs High 16.17 (3.58) 19.92 (2.73) 3.75*** 5.48, 2.02 1.18
Just Uncomfortable Low vs Medium 16.45 (3.44) 18.55 (2.66) 2.10* 4.00, 0.21 0.68
Low vs High 16.45 (3.44) 21.61 (2.36) 5.16*** 6.91, 3.41 1.75
Medium vs High 18.55 (2.66) 21.61 (2.36) 3.06*** 4.34, 1.78 1.22
Just Intolerable Low vs Medium 20.47 (3.67) 22.47 (2.13) 2.00** 3.54, 0.47 0.67
Low vs High 20.47 (3.67) 24.42 (2.40) 3.95*** 5.60, 2.29 1.27
Medium vs High 22.47 (2.13) 24.42 (2.40) 1.94*** 3.07, 0.82 0.86
With Bonferroni corrections: *weakly significant; **significant; ***highly significant.
d50.41¼negligible; 0.41d51.15¼ small; 1.15d52.70¼moderate; d 2.70¼ large.
NHST: null hypothesis significance testing; n.s.: not significant.
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made by participants also appeared to be
larger when considering a bigger difference in
the luminance of the initial anchor. In fact,
comparisons between the ‘low’ and ‘high’
anchors produced the largest differences in
mean IES-GI and effect size for every glare
criterion.
The findings also show that, when con-
sidering higher levels of visual discomfort, the
differences in mean (M) and the effect sizes
reduce across comparisons. This suggests that
the effect of the initial anchor on adjustments
to the subjective glare criteria decreases when
participants reported higher glare sensation.
However, this might have occurred since
participants were instructed to make adjust-
ments to the four criteria on Hopkinson’s
multiple-criterion scale using only a sequence
of increasing glare evaluation, i.e. starting
from the lowest (Just Imperceptible) to the
highest level of visual discomfort. Conversely,
the procedure for this experiment did not
consider how adjustments to the four prede-
fined criteria could have influenced the out-
come of the study if other orders had been
used.
4. Discussion
Table 6 displays, for each level of glare
sensation provided by test participants, the
anchor, the mean calculated IES-GI and, in
parenthesis, the corresponding glare criterion
based on Hopkinson’s scale.10 The results
show that, for the same level of glare sen-
sation reported across the three initial
anchors, the mean values of IES-GI corres-
pond to different discomfort glare criteria.
For example, for the Just Imperceptible
criterion reported by subjects (left column),
the mean calculated values of IES-GI for
the low, medium, and high anchors cor-
respond, respectively, to the Hopkinson’s
discomfort glare criteria of: No Glare,
Jus Imperceptible, and Just Acceptable.
This demonstrates that, when adjustment
tasks are performed from different initial
luminance levels, the final estimates vary
considerably when levels of IES-GI are used
to describe the subjective evaluation of glare
sensation. This might also question the
alleged precision of the glare index values
from bright light sources calculated to esti-
mate or predict the levels of visual discomfort
inside buildings.
Regardless of the anchor used in the
current work, the mean IES-GI values pre-
sented in Table 6 are consistently lower than
the standard discomfort glare criteria corres-
ponding to Just Uncomfortable and Just
Intolerable (i.e. IES-GI522 and 28, respect-
ively) for the same reported level of glare
sensation. Similar inconsistencies were
reported by Akashi et al.,64 who found that
UGR values overestimated glare ratings given
under several fixed conditions. Although it is
difficult to determine the exact reasons behind
these inconsistencies, in part because different
experimental procedures were used, it is likely
that glare evaluations were influenced by the
available range of the variable stimulus (i.e.
range bias). In the current work, the max-
imum luminance was 32,000 cd/m2: if a lower
or higher maximum luminance had been used,
Table 6 Initial luminance setting and corresponding
discomfort glare criteria
Multiple-criterion
scale
Anchor Mean IES-GI
(discomfort glare criteria)
Just
Imperceptible
Low 9.81 (No glare)
Medium 14.07 (Just Imperceptible)
High 17.97 (Just Acceptable)
Just Acceptable Low 13.57 (Just Imperceptible)
Medium 16.17 (Just Acceptable)
High 19.92 (BCD)
Just
Uncomfortable
Low 16.45 (Just Acceptable)
Medium 18.55 (BCD)
High 21.61 (BCD)
Just Intolerable Low 20.47 (BCD)
Medium 22.47 (Just Uncomfortable)
High 24.42 (Just Uncomfortable)
BCD: borderline between comfort and discomfort;
IES-GI: Illuminating Engineering Society Glare Index.
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the results of previous work show that this
would have resulted in different settings.65
An alternative to the multiple criterion
approach is to make adjustments to the BCD,
as was done by Guth.66,67 Table 7 compares
settings made to the BCD from the study by
Luckiesh and Guth68 (who had originally
proposed the BCD criterion) with the findings
from this study. Table 7 displays the source size,
the observers distance from the source, back-
ground luminance, the source luminance at the
point inwhich observers declared theBCD, and
the calculated IES-GI according to equation
(4). Although the criterion of BCD does not
appear on the multiple-criterion scale,
Hopkinson26 previously had suggested that it
belongs between Just Acceptable and Just
Uncomfortable, i.e. between the second and
third intervals of the four-point scale.
Therefore, at each of the three anchors, average
values of the settings at which test participants
reported Just Acceptable and Just
Uncomfortable glare sensation were taken
and mean values of IES-GI were calculated.
As expected, the adjusted source luminance at
the assumed criterion of BCD increases when
considering a higher initial anchor. Although
the variable stimulus could be adjusted to a
much greater range in Luckiesh and Guth’s
study ([0 cd/m2 to 102,788 cd/m2]), the mean
IES-GI value is smaller.
Hopkinson’s suggestion that BCD lies
between the second and third intervals is not
however universally accepted; Adrian and
Schreuder69 assumed instead that it was the
second interval on the four-point scale, and
such differences in interpretation lead, from
the same data, to different estimates of the
BCD luminance.
5. Conclusions
The results from this study provide statistic-
ally significant and substantive evidence that,
in a controlled laboratory experiment, adjust-
ment tasks used to test the degrees of glare
sensation from a bright light source are biased
by the initial luminance setting (anchor). This
confirms the hypothesis derived from a review
of the literature on lighting preferences. This
study found significant differences in the
mean values of calculated glare index across
different anchors for equal levels of glare
sensation provided by participants. Such
mean values were consistently biased towards
the initial luminance setting presented to the
participants before they were instructed to
make adjustments to the glare source.
These results suggest the need to critically
review the findings drawn from glare studies
that have used adjustments from only a
low initial luminance setting. For example,
in the experiments by Petherbridge and
Hopkinson,9 observers were consistently
instructed to adjust the glare source from a
low initial luminance setting, this potentially
bringing a bias to the conclusions due to an
anchoring effect. Considering that the
Petherbridge and Hopkinson study has been
used as a fundamental reference for the
development of most following glare models,
Table 7 Comparison of BCD settings
Data Source
size (sr)
Distance from
source (m)
Luminance
background
(cd/m2)
Adjusted source
luminance (cd/m2)
IES-GI
Luckiesh and Guth68 0.001 1.02 34 3053 10.64
Low anchor 0.009 0.60 65 3781 15.19
Medium anchor 0.009 0.60 65 5105 17.51
High anchor 0.009 0.60 65 8128 20.83
IES-GI: Illuminating Engineering Society Glare Index.
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this also raises some important questions
related to the alleged precision of the glare
indexes generally used to describe the levels of
discomfort due to luminous sources.
In interpreting the results of our experi-
ment, and planning future work, some
methodological constraints should be
acknowledged. Among these, participants
often expressed a difficulty when making
judgements of glare sensation for the lowest
levels on the multiple-criterion scale, i.e. Just
Imperceptible and Just Acceptable glare. In
some cases, subjects also reported difficulty in
making glare evaluations when directly obser-
ving the light source. Lastly, this experiment
considered a forward-only order in the adjust-
ments to the four glare criteria, and for future
experiments we suggest the adoption of a
randomised sequence. These caveats are being
addressed in the ongoing experimental work.
Declaration of conflicting interests
The authors declared no potential conflicts of
interest with respect to the research, author-
ship, and/or publication of this article.
Funding
The authors disclosed receipt of the following
financial support for the research, authorship,
and/or publication of this article: This work
was supported by the Engineering and
Physical Sciences Research Council [grant
number EP/N50970X/1].
References
1 Lynes JA. Discomfort glare and visual distrac-
tion. Lighting Research and Technology 1977; 9:
51–52.
2 Vos JJ. Reflections on glare. Lighting Research
and Technology 2003; 35: 163–176.
3 Commission Internationale de l’Ecalairage.
Draft International Standard DIS 017/E: 2016.
ILV: International Lighting Vocabulary.
2nd Edition, Vienna: CIE, 2016.
4 Society of Light and Lighting. The SLL Code
for Lighting. London: SLL, 2012.
5 Commission Internationale de l’Ecalairage.
CIE 117-1995. Discomfort Glare in Interior
Lighting. Vienna: CIE, 1995.
6 Robinson W, Bellchambers HE, Grundy JT,
Longmore J, Burt W, Hewitt H, Petherbridge
P, Frith D, Hopkinson RG, Rowlands E. The
development of the IES glare index system.
Transactions of the Illuminating Engineering
Society 1962; 27: 9–26.
7 Einhorn HD. Discomfort glare: a formula to
bridge differences. Lighting Research and
Technology 1979; 11: 90–94.
8 Sorensen K. A modern glare index method:
Proceedings of 21st Session of the CIE. Venice,
Italy, 17– 25 June 1987, pp. 108–111.
9 Petherbridge P, Hopkinson RG. Discomfort
glare and the lighting of buildings.
Transactions of the Illuminating Engineering
Society 1950; 15: 39–79.
10 Hopkinson RG. A note on the use of indices of
glare discomfort for a code of lighting.
Transactions of the Illuminating Engineering
Society 1960; 25: 135–138.
11 Altomonte S, Kent MG, Tregenza PR, Wilson
R. Visual task difficulty and temporal influ-
ences in glare response. Building and
Environment 2016; 95: 209–226.
12 Boubekri M, Boyer LL. Effect of window size
and sunlight presence on glare. Lighting
Research and Technology 1992; 24: 69–74.
13 Kent MG, Altomonte S, Tregenza PR,
Wilson R. Discomfort glare and time of day.
Lighting Research and Technology 2015; 47:
641–657.
14 Kent MG, Altomonte S, Tregenza PR, Wilson
R. Temporal variables and personal factors in
glare sensation. Lighting Research and
Technology 2016; 48: 689–710.
15 Kittler R, Kocifaj M, Darula S. Daylight
Science and Daylighting Technology. Springer:
New York, 2011.
16 Stone PT, Harker SDP. Individual and group
differences in discomfort glare responses.
Anchor bias in discomfort glare evaluation 13
Lighting Res. Technol. 2017; 0: 1–16
Lighting Research and Technology 1973; 5:
41–49.
17 Tuaycharoen N, Tregenza PR. Discomfort
glare from interesting images. Lighting
Research and Technology 2005; 37: 329–341.
18 Tuaycharoen N, Tregenza PR. View and
discomfort glare from windows. Lighting
Research and Technology 2007; 39: 185–200.
19 Boyce PR. Human Factors in Lighting.
3rd Edition, Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press, 2014.
20 Osterhaus WKE. Discomfort glare assessment
and prevention for daylight applications in
office environments. Solar Energy 2005; 79:
140–158.
21 Tregenza P, Wilson M. Daylighting,
Architecture and Lighting Design. UK:
Routledge, 2011.
22 Hopkinson RG. The multiple criterion tech-
nique of subjective appraisal. Quarterly Journal
of Experimental Psychology 1950; 2: 124–131.
23 Hopkinson RG. Discomfort glare in lighted
streets. Transactions of the Illuminating
Engineering Society 1940; 5: 1–32.
24 Hopkinson RG, Petherbridge P. Two supple-
mentary studies on glare. Transactions of the
Illuminating Engineering Society 1954; 19:
220–224.
25 Hopkinson RG. Subjective judgements – some
experiments employing experienced and inex-
perienced observers. British Journal of
Psychology 1955; 46: 262–272.
26 Hopkinson RG. Evaluation of glare.
Illuminating Engineering 1957; 52: 305–316.
27 Hopkinson RG, Bradley RC. A study of glare
from very large sources. Illuminating
Engineering 1960; 55: 288–294.
28 Epley N, Gilovich T. Are adjustments insuffi-
cient?. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin 2004; 30: 447–460.
29 Tversky A, Kahneman D. Judgement under
uncertainty: heuristics and biases. Science, New
Series 1974; 185: 1124–1131.
30 Chapman GB, Johnson EJ. Anchoring, acti-
vation, and the construction of values.
Organizational, Behaviour and Human Decision
Processes 1999; 79: 115–153.
31 Mussweiler T, Strack F. The semantics of
anchoring. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes 2001; 86: 234–255.
32 Epley N, Gilovich T. The anchoring-and-
adjustment heuristic: Why the adjustments are
insufficient. Psychological Science 2006; 17:
311–318.
33 Wilson TD, Houston CE, Ethling KM, Brekke
N. A new look at anchoring effects: basic
anchoring and its antecedents. Journal
of Experimental Psychology 1996; 125:
387–402.
34 Begemann SHA, van den Beld GJ, Tenner AD.
Daylight, artificial light and people, part 2:
Proceedings of the 23rd Session of the CIE.
New Delhi, India, 1995, pp. 148–151.
35 Jusle´n HT, Wouters MCHM, Tenner AD.
Preferred task-lighting levels in an industrial
work area without daylight. Lighting Research
and Technology 2005; 37: 219–233.
36 Scholz A, Farnum N, Wilkes AR, Hampson
MA, Hall JE. Minimum and optimum light
output of Macintosh size 3 laryngoscopy
blades: a manikin study. Anaesthesia 2007; 62:
163–168.
37 Fotios S, Cheal C. Stimulus range bias explains
the outcome of preferred-illuminance adjust-
ments. Lighting Research and Technology 2010;
42: 433–447.
38 Logado´ttir A, Christoffersen J, Fotios S.
Investigating the use of an adjustment task to
set the preferred illuminance in a workspace
environment. Lighting Research and
Technology 2011; 43: 403–422.
39 Uttley J, Fotios S, Cheal C. Satisfaction and
illuminances set with user-controlled lighting.
Architectural Science Review 2013; 56:
306–314.
40 Logado´ttir A, Fotios S, Christoffersen J,
Hansen SS, Corell DD, Dam-Hansen C.
Investigating the use of adjustment task to set
preferred colour of ambient illumination.
Color Research and Application 2011; 38:
46–57.
41 Osterhaus WKE, Bailey IL. Large area glare
sources and their effect on discomfort and
performance at computer workstations:
Proceedings of the 1992 IEEE Industry
Applications Annual Meeting, Houston, TX,
USA, October 4–9: 1992, pp. 1825–1829.
New York: IEEE.
14 MG Kent et al.
Lighting Res. Technol. 2017; 0: 1–16
42 Gescheider GA. Psychophysics: The
Fundamentals. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, 1997.
43 Boyce PR, Veitch JA, Newsham GR, Jones
CC, Heerwagen J, Myer M, Hunter CM.
Occupant use of switching and dimming con-
trols in offices. Lighting Research and
Technology 2006; 38: 358–378.
44 Chartered Institution of Building Services
Engineers. Code for Interior Lighting. London:
CIBSE, 1994.
45 Velds M. User acceptance studies to evaluate
discomfort glare in daylit rooms. Solar Energy
2002; 73: 95–103.
46 Wienold J, Christoffersen J. Evaluation meth-
ods and development of a new glare prediction
model for daylight environments with the use
of CCD cameras. Energy and Buildings 2006;
38: 743–757.
47 MacGowan D. Correspondence. Lighting
Research & Technology 2010; 42: 121–122.
48 Pulpitlova J, Detkova P. Impact of the cultural
and social background on the visual perception
in living and working perception: Proceedings of
the International Symposium: Design of
Amenity, Fukuoka, Japan, 5–8 October 1993,
pp. 93–95.
49 Field A, Hole G. How to Design and Report
Experiments. London: Sage, 2013.
50 Ellis PD. The Essential Guide to Effect Sizes:
Statistical Power, Meta-analysis, and the
Interpretation of Research Results. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2010.
51 Altomonte S, Schiavon S. Occupant satisfac-
tion in LEED and non-LEED certified build-
ings. Building and Environment 2013; 68: 66–76.
52 Schiavon S, Altomonte S. Influence of factors
unrelated to environmental quality on occu-
pant satisfaction in LEED and non-LEED
certified buildings. Building and Environment
2014; 77: 148–159.
53 Cohen J. Some statistical issues in psycho-
logical research. In: Wolman BB. (ed.)
Handbook of Clinical Psychology. New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1965.
54 Cohen J. Things I have learned (so far).
American Psychologist 1990; 45: 1304–1312.
55 Cohen J. The earth is round (p5.05).
American Psychologist 1994; 49: 997–1003.
56 Maulchy JW. Significance test for sphericity of
a normal n-variate distribution. The Annals of
Mathematical Statistics 1940; 11: 204–209.
57 O’Brien RG, Kaiser MK. MANOVA method
for analyzing repeated measures designs: an
extensive primer. Psychological Bulletin 1985;
97: 316–333.
58 Field A. Discovering Statistics Using IBM
SPSS Statistics. 4th Edition, London: Sage,
2013.
59 Ferguson CJ. An effect size primer: a guide for
clinicians and researchers. Professional
Psychology: Research and Practise 2009; 40:
532–538.
60 Hauschke D, Steinijans VW. Directionality
decision for a two-tailed alternative. Journal of
Biopharmaceutical Statistics 1996; 6: 211–218.
61 Ruxton GD, Neuhauser M. When should we
use one-tailed hypothesis testing?. Methods in
Ecological and Evolution 2010; 1: 114–117.
62 Cabin RJ, Mitchell RJ. To Bonferroni or not
to Bonferroni: when and how are the ques-
tions. Bulletin of the Ecological Society of
America 2000; 81: 246–248.
63 Cohen J. Statistical Power Analysis for the
Behavioural Sciences. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, 1988.
64 Akashi Y, Muramatsu R, Kanaya S. Unified
Glare Rating (UGR) and subjective appraisal
of discomfort glare. Lighting Research and
Technology 1996; 28: 199–206.
65 Lulla AB, Bennett CA. Discomfort glare:
range effects. Journal of the Illuminating
Society 1981; 10: 74–80.
66 Guth SK. Subjective appraisal of comfortable
brightness relationships. American Academy of
Optometry 1951; 28: 468–483.
67 Guth SK. Discomfort glare. American Journal
of Optometry and Achieves of American
Academy of Optometry 1961; 38: 247–259.
68 Luckiesh M, Guth SK. Brightnesses in visual
field at borderline between comfort and dis-
comfort (BCD). Illuminating Engineering 1949;
44: 650–670.
69 Adrian W, Schreuder DA. A simple method
for the appraisal of glare in street lighting.
Lighting Research and Technology 1970; 2:
61–73.
Anchor bias in discomfort glare evaluation 15
Lighting Res. Technol. 2017; 0: 1–16
Appendix 1. Definitions of discomfort
thresholds as given to test
participants
In this experiment, you will be asked to
express your own perceived level of discom-
fort glare when presented to a small diffusive
screen, using four threshold criteria of glare
sensation votes: ‘Just Imperceptible’, ‘Just
Acceptable’, ‘Just Uncomfortable’, and ‘Just
Intolerable’.
These are described below:
 Just Imperceptible: When the source of the
light becomes quite bright without neces-
sarily giving a sensation of glare. As the
light source is being adjusted, for a moment
while performing the visual task, the source
would be something that attracts your
attention.
 Just Acceptable: This corresponds to a glare
sensation that could be tolerated for
approximately one day when working in
this room. If you had to work under this
lighting condition at your own workstation,
you may want to use blinds or other
measures to decrease the perceived
discomfort.
 Just Uncomfortable: This corresponds to a
glare sensation that could be tolerated for
approximately 15–30 minutes, for example
if finishing a certain task would take this
amount of time. After this, adjustments to
the lighting conditions would be made, if
the same degree of discomfort would be
present over time.
 Just Intolerable: This corresponds to the
point where you would no longer be able to
work under these lighting conditions for
any amount of time and would immediately
intervene to change them.
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